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September, 1968 


Memo To: City Manager 
From: Planning Department 
Subject: Annexation Study 


In response to a request dated February 10, 1967, from 
the City Manager's office, the Planning Department is pleased 
to transmit this report Annexation: A Program for Growth. 


As stated in the request, the Department has undertaken 
"a major annexation study in depth, considering those areas 
which now or by 1970 will meet the prescribed statutory density 
requirements and which now or by 1970 will be served by water 
and sewer trunk facilities." Further, we have considered in 
the study the "characteristics of each area, needs of each area 
which annexation will supply, costs of full City services to 


each area, and anticipated revenues to the City from taxes and 
charges." 


This report contains such an analysis, based on state law 
requirements, and the Planning Department's recommendations for 
an annexation program. In accordance with your request, this 
report and findings are being presented to the Planning Board 
for recommendation to City Council. Favorable action on the 
program will assure continuation of Greensboro's orderly 
growth. 


Annexation and municipal growth are closely related under 
North Carolina law. Annexation is the primary method by which 
a city extends its corporate limits. It is, therefore, a tool 
which Greensboro can use to generate growth opportunities as 
well as meet growth problems. 


Rapid urban growth often results in the formation of new 
Municipalities, the proliferation of special service districts, 
and various other arrangements for providing public services 
and facilities. This fragmentation of political responsibility, 
overlapping functions and duplication of service systems is one 
of the major local governmental problems facing metropolitan 
areas today. Orderly expansion of cities through annexation 
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has tended to minimize these and other growth problems. 
Initial deficit financial considerations usually accompanying 
annexation are over-shadowed by the elimination, or at least 
Minimization, of these problems. 


If Greensboro had not met its responsibility to provide 
a high level of urban services through annexation, it probably’. 
would be ringed today by a number of small municipalities. 
Each would be competing for a high revenue producing tax base; 
each would have its own political, administrative and service / 
systems; and area-wide problems would be greater in scale. 


Freezing the city limits will not stop urban growth, nor, 
eliminate the need to serve that growth. Municipalities such 
as Greensboro must meet this challenge if they are to continue 
as viable governmental units. 


The Planning Department appreciates the assistance of all 
City Departments and personnel who contributed so much to this 
study. Without their cooperation and effort it would have 
been impossible to complete. Appreciation is also extended to 
the Guilford County Planning and Tax Departments. 


Allan Johnston 
Director 
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SUMMARY 


The annexation study presented in this report has involved 
the following major steps: 


1. Investigation of annexation procedural requirements 
and City responsibilities as established by State Law. 

2. Delineation of study areas as required by State Law. 

3. An analysis of each area with respect to size, house- 


holds, population, extent of urban services, urban 
service needs, development pressures, development 
Capacity, probable development, need for annexation, 
and impact of annexation upon other governments and 
agencies, 


4. A cost-revenue analysis including: 


a. estimating costs of providing services; 


b. estimating revenues; and, 
C. determining fiscal resources available for 
annexation. 
5. Scheduling an annexation program based upon urgency 


of need for urban services, city fiscal capabilities, 
and anticipated future annexations required to bring 
areas: which exhibitor will exhibit urban character 
istics ianto the City, 


This study has devoted particular attention to water and 
Sewer service questions, and to the relationship between 
annexation and the City-County water and sewer policy agreement. 
There is no question but that this agreement affects the timing 
Of annexation. In Many respects the agreement precludes the 
need for or the feasibility of immediate annexation of certain 
areas adjacent to the City. The major capital investment in 
these areas made or to be made by the County can be recouped 
within a few years--if the City waits to annex these areas. 


Other special considerations relating to the proposed 
annexation program include: 


dae Cieby responsibility to provide services--under the 
provisions of State Law, the City must provide basic 
services (police and fire protection, street 
maintenance, and sanitation) immediately upon 
annexation, Major water and sewer lines must be 
under contract and construction begun within 12 
months after annexation. Therefore, an annexation 
program must be carefully scheduled within budget 


limitations. 


2. Special legislative act to annex the Town of Guilford 
College--the Town of Guilford College encompasses 85 
acres and 100 people. Its annexation can be accom- 
plished only by a special act of the General Assembly 
which would authorize a merger of the Town with the 
Cay. 


3. Fire District contracts--to avoid excessive delays in 
annexation (and to avoid construction of fire stations 
prior to annexation) the City should contract with the 
nearest adjacent fire district for fire protection of 
newly annexed areas (for the period between annexation 
and fire station construction). This is authorized by 
State law and was done in the 1957 annexation. 


4. It is necessary that fire station construction be 
financed from bond funds. Two stations are presently 
needed; four are eventually required to provide 
effective service ‘cp -aréas presently within the corpo- 
rate limits as well as areas proposed to be annexed. 
The analysis indicates that debt service revenue from 
the areas to be annexed will be sufficient to retire 
the fire station construction bonds for all four 


stations. 


5. Street costs (paving, curb and gutter, and resurfacing 
improvements) would be scheduled in accordance with 
current City policy. Such improvements should be 
scheduled under existing capabilities of the Street 
and Sidewalk Revolving Fund and the State Highway 
Allocation Fund. 


After review of these considerations and evaluation of the 
findings with other City departments, the Department recommends 
the annexation program reflected in the following table. The 
reader is referred to Maps 3 and 4 in the Appendix for identi- 
#ication of the areas and to the body of the report for a full 
explanation of this program, 


PROPOSED ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 


AREA (s) 
Oe 3; 4, 6, Asp 8, oF 
LO. ie Wart..o8 2% 
and 13* 
18* 
24 2S 264. 278% 
28, 29** 
1A C1 S57 6 ee 


L** 


LO 2Oe = 2122). 23% 
and'-renainder of L2** 
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INTENT DATE 


November 18, 1968 
November 18, 1968 
March, 1971 
March, 1972 
March, 1973 


March, 1974 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


June 28, 1969 


March 1, 1970 


June, 197 
June, 1972 
June, L973 
June, 1974 


after 1975 or as development warrants 


* Definite action proposed 


** Tentative schedule 


The Department proposes to prepare an "Annual Annexation 
Report" in order that the City may be constantly aware of the 
extent of urban fringe development and service needs, and be 
able to schedule annexation on a regular basis within annual 


budgetary limitations. 


kK 

a OF 
STATE LAW 

ANNEXATION PROCEDURE 


Notice of Intent (Resolution) 


(a) Describe boundaries of the area 

(5) Fix date for public hearing (not less than 30 days 
and not more than 60 days following passage of 
resolution) 


Notice of Public Hearing 


(a) Fix date, hour and place of public hearing 

(b) Describe boundaries clearly 

(c) State that report will be available at Clerk's office 
at least fourteen days prior to date of public 
hearing ‘ 


Notice in newspaper once a week for four successive 
weeks prior to public hearing; period from date of 
first publication to date of last, both dates 
inclusive, shall be not less than twenty-two days, 
including Sundays, and date of the last publication 
shall be not more than seven days preceding the date 
of the public hearing 


Action Prior to Hearing 
At least fourteen days before date of public hearing the 
City Council approves the report and makes it available 
in Clerk's office (Summary may be prepared for public 
distribution.) 

Public Hearing 
Report explained and hearing held 

Passage of Ordinance 
NO sooner than seven days and no later than 60 days after 


public hearing date. Effective date may be any time 
within 12 months from the date of passage of the ordinance. 


ANNEXATION: A PROGRAM FOR GROWTH 
INTRODUCTION 


Greensboro's Growth: Past 


Greensboro, since its beginning in 1808, has been charac- 
terized by steady and orderly population growth. Major 
annexations in 1923 and 1957 served as catalysts in the growth 
of the -city. 


According to Ethel S. Arnett, in her book Greensboro, 
North Carolina, The County Seat of Guilford, a legistative act 
was passed in 1807 moving the Guilford County seat to a more 
central point than the Martinville location. ‘The following 
year 42 acres were purchased at the site, and the new county 
seat was named Greensboro in honor of General Nathanael Greene. 
During 1809 and 1810 the new town began to be settled. In 
1810 a legislative charter was written for the Town of Greensboro. 
The original size of the Town was about one quarter of a mile 
Square. By 1829, the year a local census was authorized by the 
town commissioners, there were 369 persons residing within the 
corporate limits. The tables and map indicated below reflect 
the rise of this small town of the early 1800's into today's 
urban area of over 145,000 persons. 


Table 1 lists significant events in the corporate growth 
of Greensboro; Table 2 shows the population growth of the City; 
and Table 3 illustrates the land area growth of Greensboro. 
Growth through corporate limit expansion is shown on Map l. 


Greensboro's Growth: Future 


As the tables illustrate, major growth periods of the 
City corresponded with expansion of the corporate limits. 
Through annexation important municipal services are provided 
to more persons and land, thus opening the way for further 
growth and expansion. If a city is to prosper and grow, it 
must plan for corporate expansion in response to urban service 
needs, the need for orderly peripheral development, and the 
need for room in which to grow--all within its financial 
ability to serve its citizens. 


The purpose of this study is to assess Greensboro's growth 
since its last major annexation in 1957, delineate urban fringe 
areas which qualify for annexation under State law require- 
ments and schedule an orderly annexation program. The program 
is based on urban service needs in the areas, the cost of 
providing such services, the revenues to be derived from the 
areas and the ability of the City to serve the areas. 


LIS = Los. Period 


Prior to the major annexation of 1957, Greensboro was 
literally "busting out at the seams." The City was in need 
of developable land within its corporate limits. No major 
expansion of the City had occurred since 1923 and growing room 
was needed. Large developments were taking place on the fringe 
of the City, at least one of which (the Town of Hamilton Lakes) 
was incorporated. These circumstances spurred the City toa 
major annexation program which more than doubled the City's 
land area. It afforded the opportunity for the rapid growth 
which has occurred in the last ten years. 


1968 and Beyond 


Although the City is not cramped for space at the present, 
it is important that the "fringe area" be continually studied 
and brought into the City if urban service needs and develop- 
ment pressures warrant. Greensboro has planning, subdivision, 
zoning and code enforcement jurisdiction within the one-mile 
extra-territorial area. These regulations, coupled with the 
City-County water and sewer agreement, give the City control of 
development adjacent to the municipal boundary. In addition, 
they insure appropriate fringe development and reduce the City's 
financial liability at the time of annexation. 


Annual study of this fringe development is essential to a 
continuing annexation program. The present study represents 
the beginning of such a program. An annual re-evaluation of 
fringe development will be made and the program updated as 
required. In this way, the City can prevent the situation 
which existed prior to the 1957 annexation--and plan fOr con- 
tinued orderly growth. y 


LEGAL ASPECTS OF ANNEXATION 


In North Carolina, procedures for annexation are expli- 


citly outlined in the General Statutes. Areas must meet 
specific requirements before they can be annexed and specific 
steps must be followed in the process of annexation. _ 


Municipal boundaries may be extended or altered under any 


one of three major procedures. The most fundamental, and 
probably the oldest procedure, is by an Act of the..State 
Legislature. In addition to creating a municipal corporation, 


such ah act may be used to modify or expand the boundaries of 
any existing municipality. Under the second procedure, a 
municipality may annex by ordinance any area contiguous to its 


boundaries upon receipt of a petition signed by all owners of 
all real property within the afea to Be aniexed, Legal 
procedures for a public hearing and passage of the ordinance 
are outlined in the General Statutes. 


Greensboro's last major expansion through annexation took 
place in 1957, which was a special State act redefining the 
corporate limits. In 1959, the General Assembly enacted 
legislating amending, and thus changing, the requirements for 
annexation initiated by a municipality. This third procedure, 
known as the "New Law" method, has been the basis for this 
study. It sets forth specific criteria which must be followed 
by the municipality initiating an annexation program, Under 
this method the power to annex is vested in the municipality, 
and expansion is achieved by passage Of an ordinance after 
ae requirements are met. These requirements are reviewed 

elow. 


"New Law" Requirements (G.S. 8 160-453.15 to 453.23) 


To be eligible for annexation, an area must be developed 
for urban purposes. This is defined as an area which has two 
persons per acre or the equivalent urban character as exempli- 
fied by certain land usage and platting. The area to be annexed 
must be contiguous to the city limits, and at least one-eighth 
of the aggregate external boundary of the area must coincide 
with the municipal boundary. No part of an area may be included 
within the boundary of another incorporated municipality. 


In addition to areas developed for urban purposes, a muni- 
cipal governing board may include in the area to be annexed 
any area which does not meet the urban purposes definition if 
such area either: 


(a) lies between the municipal boundary and an area 
developed for urban purposes so that the area 
developed for urban purposes is either not adjacent 
to the municipal boundary or cannot be served by the 
municipality without extending services and/or water 
and/or sewer lines through the sparcely developed 
area; or, 


(b) is adjacent, on at least sixty percent (60%) of its 
external boundary, to any combination of the muni- 
cipal boundary and the boundary of an area or areas 
developed for urban purposes. 


The procedure for annexation includes a Notice of Intent, 
Notice of Public Hearing, Public Hearing, and passage of an 
Annexation Ordinance. The Notice of Intent (resolution) must 


describe the boundaries of the area and establish the date for 
the public hearing on the proposed addition. The date must be 
not less than thirty nor more than sixty days after passage of 
the resolution. 


Prior to the public hearing, the municipality must prepare 
@ Lepert cxplaining its- plans ‘to extend services to the area to 
be annexed. The report must include: 


(1) A map or maps of the municipality and adjacent 
territory showing: 


(a) the present and proposed city limits; 
(b) the present major trunk water mains and sewer 


interceptors and outfalls, and the proposed 
extensions of such mains and outfalls; and 


(c) the general land use pattern in the area to be 
annexed. 
(2) A statement showing that the area meets the require- 


ments for annexation. 


(3) A statement setting forth the plans of the municipality 
for extending to the area to be annexed each major 
municipal service performed within the City at the 
time of annexation. Specifically, such plans shall: 


(a) provide for extending police and fire protection, 
garbage collection and street maintenance 
services to the area on the date of annexation 
on substantially the same basis and in the same 
Manner as such services are provided within the 
rest of the municipality. If a water distribu- 
tion system is not available in the area, the 
plans shall call for reasonably effective fire 
protection services until water lines are made 
available in the area under existing municipal 
policies for the extension of water lines. 


(b) provide for extension of major trunk water 
mains and sewer outfall lines into the area so 
that when such lines are constructed, property 
owners will have water and sewer service 
available to them under existing city policy 
for extending such service to individual lots 
or subdivisions. 


(c) if extension of major trunk water mains and 
sewer outfall lines is necessary, set forth a 
proposed timetable for construction as soon as 


— 
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possible following the effective date of annexa- 
tion. ‘The plans shali. call tor ‘contracts: ‘to Ube 
let and construction to begin within twelve 
months following the effective date of annex- 
ation. 


(a) set forth the method under which the municipality 
plans to finance extension of services into the 
area to be annexed. 


This report must be approved by the governing board of the 
Municipality and be available for public inspection in the City 
Clerk's office at least fourteen days prior to the public 
hearing. 


The Notice of Public Hearing must set the date, time and 
place of the hearing; describe the boundaries of the area in 
question; and state that the report explained above will be 
available at the City Clerk's office. The notice must be 
published as stipulated by law. At the hearing, a representative 
of the city explains the report, and all persons who wish to be 
heard have the opportunity to express their opinions. 


Not earlier than seven days and not later than sixty days 
after the hearing the governing board may adopt an ordinance 
extending the city limits to encompass all or part of the area 
considered. The ordinance must describe the area by metes and 
bounds; prove that the area has met all the necessary require- 
Ments; state the municipality's intent to provide full services 
and its financial ability to do so by the date of annexation; 
and set the effective date of annexation for any time within 
twelve months from the date of passage of the ordinance. From 
the effective date of annexation the city absorbs the added 
territory, and the annexed area is subject to all the same taxes, 
regulations and privileges as the other parts of the municipality. 


The "New Law" method requires that a city study in detail 
its fringe area to determine which areas qualify for annexation. 
This negates the arbitrary "grabbing" of land and results in an 
orderly, well-planned program of municipal expansion in response 
to urban service needs and the ability of the city to provide 
the services. Although State law does not require a cost- 
revenue analysis of the feasibility of annexation, this type 
of study should be an integral part of any annexation wunder- 
taking. The ability to finance the extension of services to 
new areas is an important consideration when scheduling and 
planning the annexation program. Such an analysis was made for 
each area and for certain groups of areas during this annexa- 
tion study. The results of the cost-revenue analysis were 
considered in the scheduling of the annexation program which 
appears at the end of this report. 


METHODOLOGY OF STUDY 


Delineation of Study Areas 


The first step in this study was to delineate all areas 
edjacent to the existing city limits which qualified for 
annexation under the State law requirements. This included 
Surveying approximately 200 households on the fringe of the 
city to determine the average number of persons per household 
for the various areas under study. Land use information was 
updated, taking special note of residential development and 
listing every commercial and industrial establishment in each 
study area. Other data, such as street improvements, were 
recorded for use during later sections of the analysis. 


After checking boundary contiguity, acreage and population 
density, twenty-nine study areas were delineated which met the 
basic State law requirements for annexation. These areas were 
outlined on 500 scale (1" = 500') zoning sheet maps, re- 
flecting updated land use and improvements information for 
further use in the study. The original twenty-nine study areas 
are shown on Map 2. General data for each of these areas is 
presented in Table 4. 


nem On. che “study ‘areas: (1; 8) 15, 17, 16: 20, 225 -243,.24; 
28) have at least two persons per acre and have at least one- 
eighth (or 12.5%) of their boundary contiguous to existing 
ere, limits. Eighteen of the areas (2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9,.10; 11, 
hey sy 4a, 19, 21, 23; 25, 26, 29) have at least 60% of 
their boundary continguous to any combination of existing city 
limits and the ten areas mentioned above. Area number 5 is 
the Town of Guilford College, which will require a special act 
of the State Legislature authorizing a merger with Greensboro 
if that area is to be annexed. 


Cost-Revenue Data 


The second step in the study, after area delineation, was 
to determine all tax revenues to be derived from each study 
area and estimate the City's cost to service each area. 


Revenues by source are presented first and costs by service or 
function are covered. Water and sewer service costs and 


revenues are reviewed in a separate section of the report. 


Revenues 


Both property and non-property tax revenue sources were 
considered. They include the following sources: 


Property Taxes 
Ad valorem 
Non-Property Taxes 


Franchise 
Intangibles 
Privilege License 
Auto Tags 

Powell Bill 

Beer and Wine 


1. Ad valorem tax 


Assessed valuation of all real and personal property 
(residential and non-residential) within each study area was 
obtained from the records of the Guilford County Tax Department. 
The current tax rate ($1.41 per $100 assessed valuation) was 
applied to the total assessed valuation to derive the anticipated 
ad valorem tax revenue from each area. Table 5 shows the 
estimated revenue from this source. 


2. Franchise tax 


The franchise tax returned to the City by the State 
is based on a percentage of the gross utility receipts within 
the City. The figure is currently .75%. It will increase to 
2% in 1969 and to 3% in 1970 as a result of legislation passed 
by the last General Assembly. Anticipated revenues per capita 
from this source are $1.28 (1968), $2.58 (1969), and $4.65 
(1970). The estimated franchise tax revenues from each area 
for these three fiscal years are shown in Table 6. 


3. Intangibles tax 


The intangibles tax is collected by the State and 
returned to the City based on a complex series of computations, 
Over the past five years, Greensboro has received approximately 
$.90 of intangibles tax per $1,000 of assessed valuation. This 
factor has been applied to the valuation of each study area, 
and the estimated revenues from this source appear in Table 7. 


4. Privilege license tax 


The amount of privilege license tax collected by the 
City is set forth in the Code of Ordinances for given types of 
businesses. A list of businesses in each area was compiled and 
the City tax collector was consulted as to the fee collectable 
from each establishment. Estimated revenues from the privilege 


license tax are shown in Table 7. 


5. Auto tag fees 


The City collects one dollar per auto tag. Every 
motorized vehicle is required to have such a tag or sticker 
displayed. The 1960 Census data was used to determine the 
average number of cars per household in the census tracts 
adjacent to each study area. This factor was applied to each 
study area to determine the revenue from this source. The 
ratio for each area is as follows: 1.5 cars per household 
cl—=13; 1,3 cars per household. (14-17; 24=29)> 1.1 cars per 
household (18-23). Auto tag revenues are shown in Table 7. 


6. Powell Bill funds 


The City receives Powell Bill funds for street work 
from the State based upon City-maintained street mileage and 
population. The per-mile allocation is based on the mileage 
certified by the City each year. The per-capita allocation is 
based on the last decennial census figure. An increase in the 
per-capita allocation due to annexation will not be realized 
until 1971, following the 1970 Census. Per-mile and per-capita 
rates for the last ten years were obtained from the State 
Highway Commission. Trends were discerned and projections made 
of these rates for purposes of estimating Powell Bill Fund 
revenues for each area. These estimates appear in Table 8. 


7. Beer and wine tax 
Beer and wine tax revenues are received by the City 
based on the population at the last decennial census. Per- 
Capita trends over the last several years were studied and 
projections made to 1971--the year when revenues would be 
received from this source following annexation. Estimated 
revenues from this source are shown in Table 7. 


Costs 
The second phase of the cost-revenue analysis was to 
determine the cost of providing basic municipal services to 


each study area. Services for which costs were estimated 
include the following: 


Traffic Engineering (Signing and street lighting) 
Sanitation (Garbage collection and street sweeping) 
Police protection 

Fire protection 


Streets (Maintenance, resurfacing, paving, adding curb 
and gutter) 


Department heads and supervisory personnel of each depart- 
ment responsible for providing a particular service were con- 
sulted. Basic unit of cost information was derived, and the 
basis for applying the costs was determined. This methodology 
and findings are summarized below. 


lL. Traffic Engineering 


The Traffic Engineering Department is responsible for 
installing and maintaining traffic signals, street name signs 


and regulatory signs. Street lights are installed and maintained 
by Duke Power Company, and the City pays a certain fee per lamp 
to the utility company. Street name and regulatory signs cost 


$35 per intersection for the first year. These signs are replaced 
on the average once every eight years at a cost of $13 per 
intersection. Traffic signals cost $250 per year to maintain. 
No new traffic signals beyond the existing five are required in 
the study areas for the foreseeable future. Street lighting 
costs approximately $42 per year per intersection. Traffic 
Engineering service costs for each study area are shown in Table 


2. Sanitation 


The Sanitation Division within the Department of Public 
Works is responsible for garbage and trash collection and 
street sweeping services. One garbage and trash crew serves 
about 900 houses. Commercial and retail establishments are also 
served, but industrial plants must provide their own service. 
The average cost to provide garbage and trash service is $22 per 
year per house. The cost for commercial and retail service is 
$27 per establishment. One garbage truck costs about $9,000 
and is replaced every seven years on the average. Street sweeping 
costs about $75 per street-mile per year. There are only 1.75 
Miles of streets with curb and gutter in the twenty-nine study 
areas, resulting in a nominal cost for street machine cleaning. 
The cost of providing sanitation service in the study areas is 
shown in Table 10. 


3. Police Protection 


The Police Department estimated that two additional 
police patrol car beats would be required to provide adequate 
police protection to all study areas. The Department's estimate, 
covering all direct and indirect costs associated with establish- 
ing two additional beats, was $126,388. Police Department 
personnel advised that the total cost figure for all study areas 
would be fairly accurate, but that individual area costs could 
fluctuate considerably dependent upon the scheduling of the 
annexation program and periodic patrol car beat reassignment. 

The total figure was apportioned among the twenty-nine areas 
on the basis of population. The cost for each study area is 
shown in Table ll. 
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4. Fire Protection 


According to the most recent AIA survey, Greensboro 
maintains a Class III fire rating. The Fire Department was 
supplied information and a map for all study areas and asked 
to provide comments on the fire protection required for each 
area to maintain the Class III rating. These comments are 
reflected in Table 12. The Department also provided basic cost 
imtoérmation.on fire station construction, equipment, fire 
engines and company personnel. The fire protection costs are 
shown in three categories, for analysis purposes, as follows: 


a. annual operating cost of station and company - 
$64,220 per station 


b. initial capital cost of engines and personal 
equipment - $35,520 per station 


e. tire station construction; ancluding. Land and 
furnishings - $135,000 per station 


An assumption was made that, as in the past, fire station 
construction would be financed through bond funds. This would 
require a bond issue referendum and possibly contracts with 
rural fire districts to provide protection in certain newly 
annexed areas until the required stations are built. 


Fire protection costs were apportioned on the basis of 
population among the areas they would serve. The cost of 
station construction (bond funds) was amortized over twenty 
years, and the average cost per year for the first two or three 
years ($12,500) was compared with the debt service revenues 
anticipated for each area served. This analysis shows that 
debt service revenues are sufficient to retire the bonds for 
fire station construction. Fire protection cost data are shown 
in Table 13. 


Bs Streets 


Street maintenance and improvement services include 
the following: paved street maintenance, dirt street mainten- 
ance, resurfacing of paved streets, paving of dirt streets, and 
adding curb and gutter to and widening ribbon pavement streets. 
City costs for each of these items were obtained from the 
Public Works Department. The costs listed below are average 
costs per street-mile. 


Item Cost 


Paved street mee ewanigio= $ 500 


Dirt street maintenance? 2,350 


——! 


Neseras 


| 


det 


Resurfacing? 10,000 
Paving? 19,720 


Adding curb_and gutter, 
widening? 59,440 


leost per mile per year; total cost borne by City 
2cost per mile per year; total cost borne by City 


3cost per mile; street usually resurfaced every 15 years; 
total cost borne by City 

4Acost per mile; reflects net City cost after assessment 
return; assume added dirt streets paved over 15 year 
period 

Cost per mile; reflects net City cost after assessment 
return; assume added ribbon pavement improved over a 20 
year period 


Street costs for each area appear in Table 14. For purposes 
of analysis and presentation, the paved and dirt street maint- 
enance costs are considered as annual operating costs. The cost 
of resurfacing, paving and adding curb and gutter are considered 
as programmed expenditures, because they are usually spread 
over a 15 to 20 year period. Street improvement work is 
initiated either through petition or on the basis of public 
necessity. Net City costs rather than total costs have been 
shown for paving and adding of curb and gutter because of the 
long time period over which these improvements are normally made. 
Costs have been. computed on the basis of existing streets in 
each area. ' 


Observations on Cost Data 


The cost data, unlike the revenue figures, may vary con- 
Siderably depending upon the character and location of the 
study areas recommended for the annexation program. Anticipated 
revenues are based on assessed valuation, per capita and per 
mile distributions and other factors which yield fairly accurate 
estimates of revenue. Costs have been projected on a per unit 
basis (i.e., per capita, per household, etc.). As was noted in 
the fire protection section, however, certain areas can be 
served at no increase in cost. The Police Department advised 
that their actual costs would depend entirely upon the location 
and character of the areas recommended for annexation to the 
City. The same is true for sanitation costs. Certain areas or 
parts of areas may be served by existing patrol car beats, 
Sanitation crews or fire stations at little or no additional 
cost. Other areas may require the addition of new units to 
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provide a given service. Conversely, the new units may serve 
parts of the existing city as well as new areas to be annexed. 
The cost data for each study area presented in this report may 
change somewhat when a particular area is actually served. The 
projected figures do provide a basis for analysis of the 
"relative" cost-revenue situation in each area, however. 


Table 15 shows a comparison of basic costs and revenues 
for each of the twenty-nine study areas. Initial capital costs 
include: signing (itztial); Ssanitation.:(trucks); and. fire 
protection (engines and equipment). Annual operating costs 
ing@lude: police and fire protection; street lighting; traffic 
Signal maintenance; sanitation; and street maintenance. Total 
General Fund revenues include: $1.06 portion of property tax 
levy and all non-property tax revenues, excluding Powell Bill 


funds and Beer and Wine taxes. Programmed expenditures 

include: paving (net city costs over 15 years); curb and gutter 
(net city costs over 20 years); and resurfacing (city costs over 
15 years). 


Thirteen of the study areas (2-11, 13, 26, 28) show a net 
surplus of General Fund revenues over annual operating 


expenses or in some cases, a near break-even situation. The 
remainder of the areas show a net deficit when these two 
figures are compared. Totals for all twenty-nine areas reflect 


a net deficit approaching $190,000. 
Water and Sewer Cost-Revenue Information 


The Water and Sewer Fund operates on a self-supporting 
basis. Therefore, the cost-revenue information for this 
service activity is considered separately. 


According to State law, a municipality must have major 
trunk water mains and sewer outfalls under construction within 
one year after the effective date of annexation. The cost of 
providing water and sewer service to the study areas was a 
major consideration in the overall scheduling of the annexation 
program, 


Costs 


Two major cost items were considered. They included the 
cost of the major water and sewer lines required by State law, 
and the cost of extending smaller lines to service individual 
properties. Major lines were considered as lines 12 inches and 
over for water and lines 8 inches and over for sewer. Based on 
past experience, it costs approximately $500 per acre to extend. 
smaller lines to individual properties in developing areas. 


The Public Works Department prepared over-lay maps showing 
the proposed extension of major water and sewer lines to each 
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of the study areas. They also prepared cost estimates on these 
Major lines and attendant facilities. Because of topographic 
features affecting sewer service particularly, it was necessary 
to show the costs for groups of areas or parts of areas in some 
cases. Existing or proposed lines under the City-County policy 
agreement were also taken into consideration. Major line costs 
are shown in Table 16. 


Acres of developed land were determined from maps of the 
study areas. A development cost for each area was calculated 
using the $500 per acre factor. Approximately 70% of the $500 
per acre is returned to the City through assessments over a 
five-year period beginning after the lines are in service. 
Experience has proven that these costs would have to be met 
during the first two or three years following the installation 
of major lines. Development costs are shown in Table 16. 


Revenues 


Water and sewer revenues are realized from the sale of 
these services. A number of connections exist in the study 
areas, through either the City-County agreement or through 
private developer arrangements with the City. Under existing 
City policy and ordinance provisions, these connections pay a 
rate which is twice the in-city rate. When present users are 
annexed, the City will lose one-half of the revenue from these 
connections. By subtracting the existing number of residential 
and non-residential connections from the total number of resi- 
dential and non-residential locations, it was possible to 


determine the potential number of connections. An average 
annual water and sewer bill of $65 was applied to the potential 
number of residential connections. The same procedure was 


used for potential commercial and industrial connections--the 
amount of the bill reflecting current charges for different 
types of such connections. The new revenue to be realized 

was adjusted by the amount to be lost when existing connections 
are annexed. The figure for new revenue assumes all potential 
connections, both water and sewer, from existing development 


are made and in service. The net revenue for each study area 
is shown in Table 16. 


The City-County Water and Sewer Agreement 


Since 1965, the City of Greensboro and Guilford County 
have extended City water and sewer service to areas outside 
the city limits on a contractual basis. Basically, the County, 
or a private individual or firm working through the County, 
finances a project and the City lets contracts for the construc- 
tion. Recently the City and County adopted a new agreement. 
It does not affect the method of initiating and financing a 
project, but it does change appreciably the repayment procedure 
by the City to the County. 
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Under the old agreement, the City collected and gave to 
the County an acreage fee (water - $350/acre; sewer - $195/ 
acre) or assessment fee (water - $3.50/ft.; sewer - $2.50/ft.), 
whichever was greater. Upon annexation, the City paid the 
County any assessment charges collected under in-city rates 
until the County recovered their cost, minus a depreciation 
factor. 


A Water and Sewer Construction Fund has been set up under 
the new agreement. The fund receives acreage charges ($200 
per acre each for water and sewer), line assessments levied 
by the County, one-quarter of the service charges collected 
by the City, and a payment from the County equal to the City's 
contribution. Upon annexation, the City takes over the lines 
with no payment to the County, except to collect and deposit 
any outstanding assessments on existing lines. 


The new agreement does not place any undue financial 
burden upon the City when annexing areas containing lines made 
available under the agreement. However, it does require that 
the City measure carefully any decision to annex such an area 
so as to not jeopardize the Construction Fund and the City- 
County agreement with respect to future extensions of water 
and sewer service. 


The success of the first few projects under the new agree- 
ment will determine to a large extent the success and ability 
of the agreement to serve as a tool to guide and control urban 
growth; and thus, set the pattern for future municipal 
expansion. This factor was an important consideration in the 
scheduling of the annexation program, especially for those 
areas affected by the new agreement. 


THE ANNEXATION PROGRAM 


Introduction 


Annexation at this point in Greensboro's growth differs 
in many respects from the situation which existed at the time 
of the 1957 annexation. First, of course, is that the annexa- 
tion in 1957 was accomplished by a State act redefining the 
City's municipal boundary. The program now being contemplated 
must conform to the "New Law" method passed in 1959. It sets 
forth specific requirements which must be met in area delinea- 
tion and the provision of services. Thus, the legislation 
requires a municipality to carefully study and plan its annexa-~ 
tion program in light of urban fringe development, the service 
needs in a particular area and its financial capability to 
provide a level of services commensurate with the remainder of 
the City. 


eat 
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Second, the City in 1957 was in need of additional 
developable land. It had not expanded since 1923 and potential 
growth was stymied. This situation does not exist today and 
a program of annexation can prevent it from occurring in the 
future. 


Third, the land added in 1957 mainly was developed with 
middle income subdivisions which, according to George Esser's 
Greensboro Suburban Analysis, more than "paid their own way" 
with respect to services. Sufficient vacant land to assure 
continued municipal growth was also added to the city. The 
areas under study at the present time do not reflect the general 
high density of development characteristic of the 1957 annexa- 
tion. In addition, the present study shows that a majority 
of the areas will not return revenues sufficient to cover the 
cost of services--at least not for the first few years after 
annexation. 


Fourth, the city limits in 1957 was set essentially at 
the natural drainage line (except at the southern boundary of 
Greensboro), which meant that few, if any, pumping stations 
were required to provide sewer service. Now, however, several 
of the areas under study require pumping stations which result 
in higher service costs. 


Fifth, the City-County agreement on the extension of water 
and sewer lines outside the city limits was not in existence 
at the time of the 1957 annexation and, therefore, was not a 
consideration. As has been pointed out in the preceding section, 
however, this agreement has several ramifications for present 
and future annexations. 


Annexation and Urban Growth 


Annexation has long been considered as a means of con- 
trolling and guiding urban growth to the benefit of the muni- 
cipal corporation. This was true when in 1957 Greensboro 
expanded its boundary to include vacant land to assure con- 
tinued urban growth, within certain limits, in all directions 
around the City. With passage of the "New Law" method, this 
concept has changed somewhat (at least with respect to most 


North Carolina cities). ite State law now requires that an 
area display an "urban character“ -before it is eligible for 
annexation. This means that, in most cases, a substantial 


amount of urban growth has taken place prior to annexation. 
Thus, annexation in and of itself is not as effective as it 
Once was aS a Means of guiding_urban growth. 


Fortunately, Greensboro has alternative means available 
for controlling and guiding urban growth on its fringe. The 
State Legislature, being cognizant of urban growth problems, 
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granted Greensboro (as well as many other North Carolina cities) 
the authority to apply zoning, subdivision, inspections and 
certain other regulations in a one-mile extra-territorial zone 
around the City. Recently adopted amendments to the Greensboro 
Subdivision Regulations require a full level of improvements 
(exclusive of water and sewer improvements) in the one-mile 
area. This strengthens the City's control over new develop- 
ments and will lessen the cost of future annexations. [In 
addition, the City Council and Board of County Commissioners 
have agreed to stimulate and control orderly growth by approving 
the City-County policy agreement for water and sewer extensions. 
The new agreement should prove to be more conducive to resi- 
dential development than the former policy; and thus an 
important instrument in guiding future development. The City 
Council, through judicious use of these controls, can effective- 
ly guide major urban development in the future. Annexation 
becomes basically, then, a procedure for expanding municipal 
boundaries in response to urban service needs, rather than a 
means of directing future urban growth per se. 


Scheduling Considerations 


Several factors were considered in assigning priorities 
to each of the areas and scheduling a proposed annexation 
program. These factors included: 


a. Urban service needs; 

b. Feasibility of servicing areas; 
c. Cost-revenue situation; 

dea “Gaty' os fiscal capabilities; 


e. Major line and development costs for water and sewer 
service; and, 


£.. Status of ‘City-County agreement contracts for ‘certain 
areas. ; 


The Department also considered development pressures, probable 
development, the impact of annexation upon other governments 
and agencies, the configuration of the existing city limits, 
and anticipated future annexations required to bring areas 
which exhibit or will exhibit urban characteristics into the 
City. 


Particular attention was devoted to the water and sewer 
service question--first with reference to costs, and secondly 
with reference to the status of contracts under the City-County 


= 
ae 
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agreement. For example, the Public Works Department advised 
that approximately $500,000 per year could be made available 

for water and sewer projects in annexed areas, beginning in the 
1969-1970 fiscal year, without requiring a major bond issue 

for such improvements. This was a very important factor in 
scheduling the proposed program of annexation. The City-County 
agreement was a second important consideration. Past experience 
has shown that three to five years are required for the County 
to recover most of their costs from a project under the agree- 
ment. So as not to jeopardize the agreement or the Construction 
Fund, areas affected by such contracts have been scheduled with 
this: in mand. 


Slight alterations were required in the boundaries of three 
of the study areas following discussions with the Public Works 
Department on the general question of water and sewer service. 
Area 2 was enlarged to include a portion of the drainage in 
Area 1 not affected by the recent City-County agreement contract 
for lines to serve the northern half of Area 1. Area 1 was 
reduced by the amount added to Area 2. Both areas, after this 
adjustment, meet the State law requirements for annexation. 

A small tract of land on the northern boundary of Area 13 was 
eliminated because it cannot be served by an existing pump 
station, which will serve the remainder of Area 13. This 
reduced area also meets the legal requirements for annexation. 
Comparative data for each of these three areas before and after 
the boundary adjustments are shown in Table 17. All other areas 
were not affected by boundary changes. Cost and revenue data 
was adjusted to reflect the changes in Areas 1, 2, and 13. 


Map 3 shows the twenty-nine study areas, reflecting the 
boundary alterations for areas 1, 2, and 13, as they were 
considered in scheduling the proposed annexation program. 


Proposed Annexation Program 


After considering all contingencies, the Planning Depart- 
ment recommends the following proposed annexation program for 
the City of Greensboro. 


Definite action be taken to: 


- Annex Areas 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, part of 12, and 
13 effective in June of 1969. 


- Initiate legislation in the next session of the North 
Carolina General Assembly seeking the merger of the Town 
of Guilford College with the City of Greensboro. We 
suggest that discussions begin immediately with officials 
of the Town of Guilford College in order that drafting of 
appropriate legislation may proceed. 
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- Annex Area 18 effective in March of 1970. 


Fentative consideration be given to: 
- Annex Areas 24, 25, 26, and 27 effective in June of 1971. 


- Annex Areas 28 and 29 effective in June of 1972. 
- Annex Areas 14, 15, 16 and 17 effective in June of 1973. 
- Annex Area 1 effective in June of 1974. 


- Areas 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 and the remainder of Area 12 
are proposed to be annexed after 1975 or as development 
plans and developer financing of water and sewer service 
makes annexation feasible. 


These area groupings and priorities are shown on Map 4. 


Areas 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, part of 12, and 13 all 
have favorable cost-revenue ratios. Areas 2, 6, 8, 9 and 13 
have developed to a point where they require a full level of 
urban services. The county has recovered most of their cost 
for water and sewer lines under the agreement contracts in 
Area 2. Areas 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, part of 12, and 13 
are wholly or partially surrounded by existing city limits, 
creating an illogical municipal boundary and special problems 
with respect to services and City-County jurisdiction. 


Area 5, the Town of Guilford College, is almost completely 
surrounded by the City of Greensboro. The Town is approxi- 
mately 85 acres in size with a population of 100 persons. It 
is providing few, if any, municipal services to its citizens 
and should benefit from a merger with Greensboro. As Greensboro 
continues to grow, the Town eventually will be encircled by the 
larger municipality--an impractical and undesirable situation. 


Area 18, although it has an unfavorable cost-revenue ratio, 
is badly in need of municipal services--especially water and 
sewer. The cost of water lines to serve this area has been 
reduced somewhat by the previous commitment for major lines 
and feeder mains associated with the Lake Townsend Filter Plant. 
In addition, accelerated growth in this area and beyond toward 
Lake Townsend is anticipated upon completion of the reservoir 
and the major water supply line. 


Areas 24, 25, 26, and 27 have unfavorable cost-revenue 
ratios, and urban service needs are not aS great as Area 18. 
Therefore, these areas have been scheduled at the mid-point 
in the proposed annexation program. 


a 
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Areas 28 and 29 have favorable cost-revenue ratios, 
although the urban service needs are not as great as Area 18. 
These areas are in the Sedgefield Sanitary District drainage 
area, but are not served by the District. City sewer service 
to these areas would involve double pumping and other consider- 
ations. Potential development and service problems require 
that this fringe area should be closely studied between now and 
the proposed annexation date. 


Areas 14, 15, 16 and 17 have unfavorable cost-revenue 
ratios and are affected by a City-County agreement contract 
for water and sewer service immediately to the north of these 
areas. Such service will be available to these areas under 
the agreement as soon as the contract is approved. 


Area 1 is also affected by an agreement contract which 
was recently approved. Its cost-revenue picture for General 
Fund services is a break-even situation. 


Areas 14, 15, 16 and 17 and Area 1 are proposed for 
annexation at the end of the program schedule in order that 
the County and/or developer can recover a portion of their 
costs, thus assuring successful continuation of the new City- 
County agreement. Areas 14, 15, 16 and 17 have been scheduled 
for annexation prior to Area l, primarily because of the need 
for urban services, the effect the water-sewer agreement has 
on these areas, and development potential. 


Areas 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 and the remainder of Area 12 are 
recommended for annexation after 1975 or as development, and/or 
developer financing of water and sewer service, makes annexa- 
tion feasible. Areas 19 and 12 have little pressure for 
development at the present time. Areas 20, 21, 22 and 23 as a 
group are in need of urban services, but are costly and 
impractical to serve. For example, Area 22 is divided by a 
drainage ridge line which necessitates two lift stations and 


double pumping for this group of areas. In addition, an 
inadequate existing pumping station and inadequate existing 
lines complicate the service problems. Indefinite development 


potential was also a factor in the scheduling of these areas. 


As was mentioned earlier, the availability of approximately 
$500,000 per year for water and sewer line construction 
beginning in the 1969-1970 fiscal year was an important 
consideration in the scheduling of the annexation program. 


The proposed schedule outlined previously for each study 
area is shown in Table 18. The Department recommends that 
definite action be taken to annex Areas 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 11, part of 12, 13, 18 and the Town of Guilford College 
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between now and 1970. Council meeting dates are shown for 
passage of the Resolution of Intent and suggested effective 
dates of annexation are indicated for these areas. Annexation 
of the Town of Guilford College will require action by the 
State Legislature in the 1969 session. 


The Department further recommends that consideration be 
given to annexing the remaining study areas according to the 
earlier proposed schedule. Approximate timing for Council 
intent action and effective dates for these areas are also 
shown in Table 18. 


Table 19 contains a detailed schedule by date of all 
steps required to annex the areas recommended for action 
between now and 1970. The City Attorney has confirmed that 
this schedule meets all State law procedural requirements. 


Major costs and revenues to be realized have been pro- 
grammed over the period from 1968 to 1980 in accordance with 
the proposed annexation schedule. This data was tabulated by 
fiscal year for the areas as they are scheduled for annexation, 
Major costs and revenues (initial capital costs, annual 
operating costs, General Fund revenues, etc.) were totalled 
for each fiscal year to illustrate the financial impact of the 
annexation schedule over the next several years. This summary 
of costs and revenues appears in Table 20. Detailed cost- 
revenue information for each of the twenty-nine study areas 
and data on which this table is based are available in the 
Planning Department office. 


Special Considerations 


It is important to realize that the schedule for annexa- 
then after 1970 1s tentative only at ‘this: time. The proposed 
program presented in this report has been based on existing 
conditions and factors pertinent to each area. These may 
change substantially during the next two to five years, 
requiring a complete restudy and new delineation of areas 
eligible for annexation. 


Fire protection must be available to the areas on the 


effective date of annexation. To avoid excessive delays in 
annexation (and to avoid construction of fire stations prior 
to annexation), it is recommended that the City contract with 


the nearest adjacent rural fire district for protection of 

newly annexed areas until such time as Stations are built and 

a water supply is available. This procedure has been authorized 
by State law and was followed in the 1957 annexation. It would 
involve contracts with the Guilford College Fire District 

(#17) for protection of Area 2 and the Rankin Fire District 


~_S 
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(#13) for the protection of Area 18. The Department 
recommends that negotiations on these contracts begin as soon 
as possible after the annexation program is approved. 


As in the past, fire station construction should be 
financed from bond funds. Four new stations are needed to 
serve all twenty-nine areas. Two will be needed immediately 
to serve the areas proposed for annexation by 1970. All four 
are eventually required to provide effective protection to 
areas presently within the corporate limitsas welid.as the 
areas proposed for annexation by 1974. The analysis indicates 
that debt service revenue from the areas to be annexed will be 
Sufficient. to retire the bonds for all four statacns. fhe ‘City 
should immediately take steps to provide for the authorization 
of bonds sufficient to construct four new fire stations. 


Under the provisions of State law, the City must provide 
basic services (police and fire protection, street maintenance, 
sanitation) immediately upon annexation. Water and sewer lines 
must be under contract and construction begun within 12 months 
after annexation. In order to meet these requirements, the 
Public Works Department, Police Department, Fire Department and 
Traffic Engineering Department should take immediate steps to 
plan for the provision of their particular services to the areas 
to be annexed according to the approved program. These efforts 
should be coordinated through the City Manager's office and the 
Planning Department in order that pertinent information will 
be available for incorporation in the report required by State 
law. 


Street improvements (paving, curb and gutter, and 
resurfacing) should be scheduled in accordance with existing 
City policy. Petition and public necessity street improvements 
for each area annexed should be programmed under existing 
capabilities of the Street and Sidewalk Revolving Fund and the 
State Highway Allocation Fund to handle such improvements. 


The Town of Guilford College can be annexed only through 
a Merger with the City of Greensboro. Negotiations resulting 
in legislation to this end should be initiated with officials 
of the Town upon approval of the annexation program, 


CONCLUSION 


The annexation study and the recommendations presented in 
this report have been based on the best current information 
available. Every effort was made to update data and informatio 
as important changes took place during the course of the stud : 
For example, the City tax rate increased from $1.27 to $] rie 
three study areas were affected by petition annexations; ae 
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some areas were changed based on water and sewer Sy eee ts 
implications. These factors were considered throughout e 
study, and appropriate adjustments were made as required. 

One procedure, that of garbage and trash collection, was 
altered during the final writing of this report. It was not 
possible to make the necessary adjustments to reflect this 
change. However, the City's Sanitation Division has advised 
that only minor cost reductions would be made in the data for 
each study area. Therefore, this change would have no 
appreciable affect on existing cost data. 


This study has pointed out the need for the City to 
continually study and update data concerning its fringe areas: 
This is required for future annexation programs as well as 
for several other planning functions and programs. The areas 
tentatively scheduled for annexation after 1970 are subject 
to changing conditions which may alter completely the 
recommended schedule. The Department therefore proposes to 
prepare an "Annual Annexation Report". Through this means 
the administration and City Council will be informed of the 
extent of urban fringe development and service needs. This 
should prove to be invaluable in updating the proposed 
annexation schedule after 1970 and programming future annexa- 
tions within annual budget considerations. 
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YEAR 


L807 


1808 


18:10 


L837 


1870 


1891 


1921 


123 


1957 


1959 


lsource: 


Table 1 


SIGNIFICANT EVENTS1L 


EVENT 


Legislative act was passed creating Greensboro 


42 acres of land was purchased for the site of 
Greensboro 


Legislative charter was written for the Town 
of Greensboro 


The municipality of Greensboro was granted a 
new charter and enlarged to one square mile 


The Town of Greensboro became the City of 
Greensboro (new charter) 


City of Greensboro was enlarged to four square 
Miles (charter amendment) 


Council-Manager form of government was 
inaugurated 


Greensboro became so-called Greater Greensboro 
when enlarged to 17.84 square miles by act of 
legislature 


Greensboro enlarged to 49.58 square miles 
through major annexation 


New charter for City of Greensboro was ratified 


Greensboro, North Carolina, The County Seat of 
Guiltord, by Ethel S.. Arnett, 1955. 


YEAR 


1829 
1850 
1880 
1390 
1900 
19:10 
ney) 
1930 
1940 
13950 
1960 
19°61) 
1962 
1963 
1964 
19:65 
1966 
19:6 7. 
1968 


Table 2 


POPULATION GROWTH 


POPULATION 


369 
1,500 
2,105 
S317 

10,035 
15,895 
19,861 
53,569 
59,319 
74,389 
119,574 
122,820* 
126,070* 
129,320% 
132,570* 
135,820* 
139,070* 
PA 3 20% 
145,380* 


*Planning Department estimates 


Table 3 


LAND AREA GROWTH 


YEAR LAND AREA IN SQUARE MILES 
1808 066 
Lea 1.00 
B91 4.00 
92:3 17.84* 
LOSS Los 3 
1954 LBD 9 
L955 eM eo et) 
1956 21.02 
LS 7 49... 90" 
LOSS 49.60 
io 52 49.68 
1960 49395 
LOG BOs 39 
1962 als 39 
1963 51.40 
1964 51ls68 
L365 wo at aS 
18:66 nol EP BS 
AIRC E Sey, 51.94 


*Major annexations 


Table 4 


CHARACTERISTICS AND POPULATION OF EACH AREA 


PERSONS PER 


‘i 5 DWELLING DWELLING PRESENT PERSONS : g | 
AREA- ACREAGE UNITS UNIT POPULATION PER ACRE ConTicurTy2 
al 12388 795 3.73 2,965 2.30 99-23 
2 705 197 3.93 735 1204 100 
3 44 2 B27 3 4 .09 100 | 
4 66 Y 3.73 26 39 100 
5 85 27 3.73 TOL 1.19 100 | 
6 alta 5 3.73 19 173 100 ! 
7 ar 0 eu 0 0 100 : 
8 59 38 a.73 142 ee a 62 4 
9 52 12 3.73 45 87 100 ; 
10 56 1 3.73 4 07 87.5 
ata oe 0 3.73 0 0 67.5 
12 196 5 carer ce 19 10 68.9 | 
13 97 pig 3573 78 80 73.9 : 
14 32 11. 3.73 41 1.428 gi 
1S 255 216 SG 806 3.16 40.4 | 
16 328 6 i ea ge 22 207 81.6 
Pi 162 88 BUTS 328 PIR ORS: 3522 
18 L833 1,066 347 3,699 2-02 36 
19 as Bs 30 Bley 104 94 Cet ! 
20 61 39 3.40 Las 2313 3200 
2, 165 21 3.40 7 ae 43 vig ieee 
23 322 242 8240 823 2.56 36.3 | 
23 36 0 So00 0 0 ie We | 
24 228 157 3.06 480 Dei, 58 
25 178 30 3.06 92 52 86.5 
26 81 10 2253 35 43 poral | 
27 318 Pratt 3253 745 2.34 49.5 | 
28 99 80 S459 282 2.85 A369 
29 136 42 553 148 1.09 61 uc | 
7,047 8,253 varied 11,947 varied varied 


1 
All areas meet the density and contiguity requirements or only the | 


continguity requirements for annexation. 


*These figures are subject to modification pending detailed boundary 


survey of each area prior to actual annexation. 


—— 


ASSESSED 


AREA VALUATION 


OMANHNMNBWN EP 


oa a= ag Gib 


5,892,802 
14,492 
65,461 

594,148 


33 570 
1,494,417 
0 
1,467,050 
220,168 
784,440 
1,539,463 
L161, 295 


491,460 


S25 2057400 


Table 5 


AD VALOREM TAX REVENUES 


GENERAL 
FUND 
(S106) 


$3 74y219 


DEBT 
SERVICE 
(221) 


$74,134 


PARKS AND 


RECREATION 
etecce Os) 


Tap oUL 


LIBRARY 


($.04) 


SA 12 


TOTAL 


($1.41) 


$124,403 
83,089 
204 
923 

a a77 
507 
614 
8,051 
25533 
994 
132 
882 
77407 
1,382 
44,682 
L087 
5,090 
10:3;,:73 
15 9:5 
1,244 
473 
21,071 
0 
20,685 
3,104 
11,061 
21,706 
16,374 


6,930 


$497,776 


Table 6 


FRANCHISE TAX REVENUES 


AREA POPULATION 1968-19692 1969-19702 1970-19712 
1 965 e755 $ 7,650 6135 787 
2 735 941 1,896 5,A18 
3 4 5 10 19 
4 a6 33 Gi 121 
5 101 129 261 470 
6 19 24 49 88 
7 0 0 0 0 
8 142 182 366 660 
9 45 58 116 209 

10 4 5 10 19 
11 0 0 0 0 
13 19 24 49 88 
13 78 100 201 363 
14 41 52 106 191 
15 806 1,032 2,079 3,748 
16 22 28 54 102 
17 328 420 846 ieee 
18 3,699 45735 G7543 17,200 
19 104 133 268 484 
20 133 170 343 618 
Pal ri 91 183 330 
22 823 13053 9,123 3,827 
23 0 0 0 0 
24 480 614 1936 9.932 
25 92 118 237 428 
26 35 45 90 163 
27 745 954 1,922 3,464 
28 282 561 728 Teer ek 
29 148 189 392 688 

12,9:47 $15,291 $30,820 $55,553 


J 

$1.28 per capita 
252.58 per capita 
394.65 per capita 


Table 7 

INTANGIBLES PRIVILEGE AUTO TAG 

AREA TAX 1 LICENSE TAX REVENUE 
1 $ 7,941 $1,955 $1,193 
2 5,304 633 296 
3 13 0 2 
4 59 0 11 
5 535 350 41 
6 32 0 8 
7 39 0 0 
8 514 0 Sf 
9 162 0 18 
10 63 0 2 
nis 8 0 0 
12 56 0 8 
13 473 250 32 
14 88 268 14 
L5 2,852 85 281 
16 69 0 8 
17 325 0 114 
18 6,585 998 Meal 73 
19 102 0 33 
20 79 0 43 
21 30 50 23 
22 Me 3a'5 205 266 
23 0 0 0 
24 1,320 410 204 
25 198 Aly 39 
26 706 0 13 
a 1,386 160 274 
28 1,045 1,025 104 
Pe) 442 0 55 
$31,771 $6,404 $4,312 


L 


$.90 per $1,000 assessed valuation 
$1.60 per capita (beginning in 1971) 


BEER AND 
WINE TAX2 


$ 4,744 
Heys lla aS) 

6 

42 

L62 

30 

0 

227 

72 


S195. 115 


Table 8 


POWELL BILL FUNDS 


STREET ___ REVENUE (MILES) REVENUE (POPULATION) 
AREA MILES 19681 19692 19703 BEGINNING IN 1971 4 

1 16.34 $8,988 $9,150 $8,906 $9,192 
> 3.65 2,008 2,044 1,989 DeeTo 
3 0 0 0 0 12 
4 0 0 0 0 81 
5 45 248 252 245 313 
6 eit, 94 95 93 ‘ 59 
7 0 0 0 0 0 
8 90 495 504 491 440 
9 46 253 258 251 140 
10 ley 94 95 93 12 
alg 0 0 0 0 0 
12 0 0 0 0 59 
13 40 220 aoa 218 242 
14 40 220 224 218 129 
15 4.32 2.376 2,419 D354 2,499 
16 0 0 0 0 68 
ay D428 1,254 To 27 1243 1 Gty 
18 HOLA. T0709. 10.905. Fie Ga 11,467 
19 46 253 258 251 B00 
20 Bo 292 297 289 412 
21 63 347 353 343 220 
22 3.89 2,140 a1 78 21196 Val 
23 0 0 0 0 0 
24 PaGo 891 907 883 1,488 
25 sey, 699 Ti. 692 285 
26 32 176 179 174 109 
27 3.82 10 2 139 D502 2,310 
28 £95 523 532 518 874 
29 2.01 1,106 A126 1,095 459 
64,81 $35,484 $36,125 $25,158 SST 7037 


$550 per mile 
$560 per mile 
$545 per mile 
$3.10 per capita 


BwWN 


Table 9 


TRAFFIC ENGINEERING COSTS 


STREET SIGNING SIGNING TRAFFIC SIGNAL 
NUMBER OF TRAFFIC LIGHT COST COST MAINTENANCE 

AREA INTERSECTIONS SIGNALS cost 1 (INITIAL)? (8 yRS.)3 cosT4 
1 94 3 € 3,948 $3)290 C1220 $5750 
2 aly 0 714 595 221. 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 1 0 42 35 13 0 
6 1 0 42 a5 rs 0 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
8 2 0 84 70 26 0 
9 2 0 84 70 26 0 
10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
cat 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 2 0 84 70 26 0 
13 4 0 168 140 52 0 
14 2 0 84 70 26 0 
al 24 0 1,008 840 312 0 
16 1 0 42 35 13 0 
17 9 0 378 S15 117 0 
18 120 1 5,040 4,200 1,560 250 
19 1 0 42 35 3 0 
20 if 0 294 245 91 0 
Bi: 3 0 126 105 39 0 
22 29 0 oe A015 cue 0 
25 0 0 0 0 0 0 
24 14 0 588 490 182 0 
25 2 0 84 70 26 0 
26 2 0 84 70 26 0 
27 14 ab 588 490 182 250 
28 15 0 630 525 195 0 
29 8 0 336 280 104 0 
374 5 S1S70'8:: 513,080 $4,862 $1,250 


$42 per intersection per year 
$35 per intersection 
$13 per intersection 


& W NHN FF 


$250 per year 


AREA 


ODANHDUBWN-P 


NUMBER OF 
HOUSES 


795 
LOY 
ae 

7 
27 


Table 10 


SANITATION COSTS 


NUMBER OF 
BUSINESSES 


44 
id 


COOCOCCOCOOMNOO 


Ww 


bh 


bh 
ONNONNOWONDTWOMORFPOH BB 


bh 
Ov 
bh 


SERVICE 


COST 


$18,678 
4,631 
22 

154 

729 

110 

0 

836 

264 

22 


$78,223 


S305 190 


Table 11 


POLICE COSTS 


POPULATION POLICE PROTECTION 
AREA FACTOR Cost 

af .248 $ 31,344 
2 .062 7,836 
3 .0003 38 
4 .002 253 
5 .008 1,011 
6 .002 253 
7 0 0 
8 .012 1,516 
9 .004 505 
10 .0003 38 
1. 0 0 
iy .002 253 
13 .007 884 
14 .003 379 
15 .067 8,468 
16 .002 253 
iy) O27 S541 
18 310 39,180 
19 .009 ae ey, 
20 011 1,390 
2a: .006 758 
22 .069 6°99 1: 
23 0 0 
24 .040 5,056 
25 .008 1 ond: 
26 .003 379 
27 .062 7,836 
28 .024 3,033 
29 S012 1,516 
1.0006 $126,464 


Table 12 


FIRE PROTECTION NOTES 


AREA(S) COMMENTS 


1,2,3 Proposed station #13 would have to 
be built, move location farther 
out on West Market Street (new 
station, 1 pumper, 10 men) 


DG O59, 


Existing station #9 can serve these 
pa 


areas at no additional cost 


U2, Us, 145.15, 


Proposed station #12 would have to be 
16,17 


built, general proposed location is 


satisfactory (new station, 1 pumper, 
10 men) : 


18 Proposed station #16 would have to be 
built, may move location farther out 
but appears satisfactory now (new 
station, 1 pumper, 10 men) 

19 Existing stations #3 or #7 can serve 
this area at no additional cost 


20, 21, 2223 Existing station #7 can serve areas 20, 
21 and one-half of 22; existing station 
#4 can serve one-half of area 22 and 
area 23; proposed station #15 could be 
built to serve these areas--low 
priority at this time (new station, 
1 pumper, 10 men) 


2425.26 ,27 Proposed station #14 would have to be 
built, location is satisfactory (or 
existing station #11 serve area 24 and 
new station serve areas 25,26,27 (new 
station, 1 pumper, 10 men) 


28,29 Existing station #10 can serve these 
areas at no additional cost 


AREA 


ODNIAHADU BWN PHP 


POPULATION 
FACTOR 


-800 
~198 


~002 


varied 


Table 13 


FIRE PROTECTION COSTS 


OPERATING 


COST 


$ 51,376 
13716 
128 


So 2k OD 


INITIAL 
CAPITAL 
COST 


$ 28,416 
7,033 
ak 


$177,600 


*per year for first two or three years 


BOND 
SCHEDULE 


Cos T* 


$1:0;,000 
2,475 
25 


562,500 


DEBT 
SERVICE 


REVENUES* 


Sit6 529 
124 oo 


$74,134 


Table 14 


STREET COSTS 


COST OF 
ADDING 

PAVED & DIRT MILES PAVED CURB AND 

MILES* OF MAINTENANCE RESURFACING PAVING (NO CURB GUTTER AND 
AREA PAVED DIRT Cost Cost Cost AND GUTTER) WIDENING 
it 12.56 33,78". S15, 163 $125,600 $ 74,542 ie eae $ 697,231 
2 1.66 1.99 5,507 16,600 39,243 1.06 63,006 
3 0 0 0 0) 0 0 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 ~45 1,058 0) 8,874. 0 0 
6 Pees | 0) 85 1,700 0 eg 10,105 
7 0 0 0) 0 0 0 0 
8 90 0 450 9,000 0 .59 35,070 
9 0 46 1,081 0) 20.71 0) 0 
10 ait; 0 85 700) 0 valley 10,105 
algal 0 0) 0) 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0) 0) 0) 0) 0 ) 
13 me 0 200 4,000 ) -40 335.776 
14 40 0) 200 4,000 0) . 40 23,776 
15 3.98 io 9.790 39,800 6,705 3.98 236,571 
16 0 0) 0) 0 0 0 0 
LF Pa) Bea 5,045 15-700 41,609 wl? 10. 0S 
18 11.69 Vite 24,128 116,900 153,422 11.69 694,854 
19 Pe 05 323 4,100 986 41 24,370 
20 0 253 1,246 0) ey dD 0 ) 
21 «35 128 833 3,500 5,522 135 20,804 
a2 1.55 2.34 6,275 1550.0 46,145 1.55 927132 
a3 0 0 0 ) 0) 0 0 
24 1223 .39 1 5a 12,300 Te Oo: Li23 13, Dil 
25 I 0 635 12,700 0) 1.26 74,894 
26 wea 0 160 3,200 0 mec) 19:0 22 
Pal 2.35 1647 4,630 23,500 28,988 2.35 139,684 
28 36 =. 2 59 1,567 3,600 Li; 635 .36 21,398 
29 ~ fl 1.90 4,520 1,100 37,468 soled 6,538 
40.05 24.46 $77,506 $400,500 $482,351 38.30 S2276,552 


*Does not include mileage of streets assumed to remain under State 
maintenance. 
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Table 17 


COMPARATIVE DATA FOR ADJUSTED AREAS 


AREA AREA 
BEFORE ADJUSTMENT : AFTER ADJUSTMENT 


Population 
Acres 


Persons/Acre 
% Contiguity 


*63.2% when “contiguity with Area 1 is not cqnsidered; therefore, 
Area 2 may be annexed with or without Area l. 


Table 18 


PROPOSED ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 


AREA(S) INTENT DATE EFFECTIVE DATE 


SEC UO SON ORY erate Ske ae 
LO; 11; "parte of: 12, 


and 13* November 18, 1968 June 28, 1969 
18* November 18, 1968 March 1, 1970 
24,25,26,27** March, 1971 June, 1971 
28,29%** March, 1972 June, 1972 
TAs oy 6G Tee March, 1973 June; 1973 
1** March, 1974 June, 1974 


LO 20G ey ee pes y 
and remainder of 
12** after 1975 or as development warrants 


*Definite action proposed 
**Tentative schedule 
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